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Low Data Rate WPAN Ad-hoc Meeting

Meeting Attendees

· Ivan Reede (Merisys) – need improved MAC, currently has PHY which he wouldn’t mind moderate changes, DSP solution, 13.56MHz band, 106Kb/sec, $2-$3 transceiver,

· Ken (AMI) – semiconductor house, interested in CMOS solutions, interested in a lot of applications, a solution in the works, 

· William Roberts (AMI) – CMOS low cost RF solution

· Boaz  Carmeli (IBM) - Very low and pervasive devices with roaming, very low bandwidth

· Bob Van Dyck (NIST) – interested in smart sensors and LAN, low cost slaves and slightly more expensive master

· Arto Palin (Nokia) – Interested in monitoring the goals of this area, is a new solution necessary or can existing solutions be used

· Fujio Watanabe (Nokia) – Interested in low cost wireless and is Bluetooth enough?

· Houman Alborzi (UoM) – Interactive toys with sub $1 transceiver, low data rate HID, long range RF ID’s (10 meters), interested in localizable solutions and where a device located, 

· Edul Batliwala (Compaq) – Smart tag or badge worn by a person communicating short messages, very low overhead MAC, 100Kb/sec, very low power, able to pick up location, 

· Marco Naeve (Eaton) – Industrial controls, commercial truck and automotive sensors and actuators.  Low power, low data rate RF link for sensors.

· Vinay Mitter (Univ. of Wisconsin) – Low cost, Low data rate for control for sensors.  Monitor health of devices.  

· Jose Gutierrez (Eaton) – 10m range, 2Kb/sec, for wireless sensors with 10 year battery life.  

· Jay Bain (Time Domain) – Tracking requirements of low cost RF

· Tim Blaney (Commcepts) – Work with toy companies interested in low cost ($2), low data rate RF.  Involved with Firefly which is working on something similar.

· Bob Heile (GTE) – Interest in low rate project for sports performance monitoring, health monitoring, smart Band-Aids, and internal body sensor.

· Sean Middleton (Philips) – Interest in low data rate and low cost RF for almost any solution
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Kbrown@amis.com (didn’t attend)

Carlstevenson@lucent.com  (didn’t attend)

b.Morris@mot.com (didn’t attend)

Bob – is there sufficient interest among present people to generate a PAR?  Need to determine level of interest.  Need to generate a document to executive committee by tomorrow evening (Wednesday).  

· Major applications

· Maximum data rate

· Any relevant features which do or don’t differentiate it from Bluetooth

Approximately 9 people interested in participating in a study group

Boaz – sees power consumption and other features, not data rate as significant in differentiating from Bluetooth

Ivan – found that 3ms was too much latency in joysticks

Tim – Need to capture how we’re not threatening Bluetooth

Table with feature ranges

Raw Data Rate
2Kb/sec – 200Kb/sec

Range
1m – 100m

Battery Life
Scavenging (no battery/infinite) & asymmetrical power consumption nodes, battery life as long as battery’s shelf life itself, multi-month battery life with usage every minute or so

Latency
< 3ms to 1 hour

Location Awareness
Yes (interested), but optional

Nodes per network
16 nodes/256 inactive nodes, >1024 active nodes

Topology
Heterogeneous (range, complexity, data rate)

Weight 
Embedded in paper to weight is irrelevant to device

Frequency Band
Unlicensed and international band

Coexistence
Goal of co-existing with current 802.11 & 802.15 standards

Interoperation
Not with any existing 802 standard except through bridges

Temperature
-40 to +85 C

Security
Yes (interested), but optional

Complexity
20%of Bluetooth BOM cost or 25% of thermostat BOM

Differences from Bluetooth:

· Range

· Lower complexity

· Location awareness

· Number of nodes

· Battery life

· Latency (narrower and broader)

· Temperature range
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